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Abstract: In this paper I investigate the matrix of transatlantic literary exchange in Vladimir 
EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐLolita  ? ? ? ? ? ?ŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŚŽǁƚŚĞŶŽǀĞů ?ƐƌĞŚĂďŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨan international 
decadent aesthetics constitutes a radical challenge to the American literary establishment in the 
postwar. I begin by identifying the figures of Edgar Allen Poe, Charles Baudelaire and Algernon 
Swinburne as the key constellation for Nabokov in his plotting of Lolita ?ƐĂŵďŝǀĂůĞŶƚĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
with the ethics of temporality and artistic autonomy. I then go on to situate Lolita ?ƐĐŽŵƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ
within debates current in the American academy from the late 1930s to the early 1950s over the 
value of dĞĐĂĚĞŶƚĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚĂŶǆŝĞƚŝĞƐŽǀĞƌWŽĞ ?ƐƉůĂĐĞǁŝƚŚŝŶ
American national literary culture. Read alongside the critical writings of T.S. Eliot, Allen Tate, and 
the New Criticism, Lolita emerges as the risky reinstatement of a transatlantic decadent tradition, in 
ǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞĨĂŝůƵƌĞŽĨƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůĂŶĚĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚĚŝƐƌƵƉƚƐĂĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞŽĨŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐŵ ?Ɛ
history in American letters. 
 
Introduction 
That Lolita ŝƐŝŶůĂƌŐĞƉĂƌƚĂŶŽǀĞů “ĂďŽƵƚƚŝŵĞ ?ŝŶWĂƵůZŝĐŽƵĞƌ ?ƐƐĞŶƐĞŽĨƚŚĞƚĞƌŵŝƐƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ
so obvious that we need reminding of it.1 EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ?ŶŽǀĞůŝƐŶĂƌƌĂƚĞd by Humbert Humbert, an 
European literary scholar, who tells of his childhood love for a girl named Annabel Lee, and of his 
attempts to recapture that love as an adult through his sexual relationship with a twelve-year old 
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American named Dolores Haze, or Lolita. Attempting to explain his particular attraction to girl-
children ? ŚĞ ǁƌŝƚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ  “ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞĂ ŽĨ ƚŝŵĞ ƉůĂǇƐ ƐƵĐŚ Ă ŵĂŐŝĐƉĂƌƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ?  ?Nabokov, 1995, 
p.17). This essay revisits Lolita ?s temporalities in order to address their centrality not only to its 
internalised qualities of form, but ĂůƐŽƚŽƚŚĞŶŽǀĞů ?ƐŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇŚŝƐƚŽƌǇĂŶĚŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ ?
&ŝƌƐƚůǇ ŝƚĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐ ŝŶ Lolita, engaging in constant dialogue with a 
transatlantic constellation of literary decadence, cannot be separated from its ambivalent ethics.2 
Secondly it seeks to restore to the novel its location within historical time  W  that is to say within the 
contexts of debates current in American letters during the 1940s and 50s. This renewed encounter 
between Lolita and its temporalities leads us to realise how Nabokov sought to orientate himself 
dialectically in relation to the New Critical discourse then seeking to contain, limit and control the 
volatile legacy of transatlantic decadence. 
 ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛencounter with Annabel Lee takes place on ĂŶ “ĞŶĐŚĂŶƚĞĚŝƐůĂŶĚŽĨƚŝŵĞ ? ?p.20), 
and her surrogate, Dolores, ŝƐƐĂŝĚƚŽƉůĂǇŽŶĂƐŝŵŝůĂƌ “ŝŶƚĂŶŐŝďůĞŝƐůĂŶĚŽĨĞŶƚƌĂŶĐĞĚƚŝŵĞ ? ?p.18).  
This clearly is not time as we conventionally understand it, either in the Bergsonian sense of organic 
evolution and change or in the sense of chronology. This, rather, is a fantasised closed temporality of 
ĞŶĚůĞƐƐ ƌĞƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐƐ ? ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ŝŵƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ? ůŝŬĞ ƐŽ ŵĂŶǇ ŽĨ EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ
narrators, is apparently to abolish time altogether, and Lolita is in part the story of his failure to 
achieve this. ŽůŽƌĞƐ ŝŶĞǆŽƌĂďůǇ ĂŐĞƐ ďĞǇŽŶĚ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂů ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŶǇŵƉŚĞƚ, 
eventually escaping him to become a woman and to die in childbirth. This summary tells only half of 
the story however, for it is prĞĐŝƐĞůǇ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ƚŽ ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞŚŝƐƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶŽĨŽůŽƌĞƐǁŚŝĐŚ
enables him to write his novel, and to reexperience his desire endlessly, forever on the brink of 
fulfilment. This means tŚĂƚƚŝŵĞ ?ƐŝŶĞǆŽƌĂďůĞƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐis feared and yet absolutely necessary for the 
ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐ ƉƵƌƐƵŝƚ ŽĨ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ŐŽĂůƐ ? ,ĞƌĞĂůŝƐĞƐ ƚŚŝƐ himself, late in the novel, when he 
ĂĚŵŝƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŚŝƐ  “ǁŝůĚ ĚĞůŝŐŚƚ ? ŝƐ  “ƉĞƌĨĞĐƚ ? ũƵƐƚ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞ ǀŝƐŝŽŶ ǁĂƐ ũƵƐƚ ŽƵƚ ŽĨ ƌĞĂĐŚ ? ǁŝƚŚ ŶŽ
possibiůŝƚǇŽĨĂƚƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚƚŽƐƉŽŝůŝƚ ? ?p.264). This writing, in other words, both desires and evades its 
own fulfilment in time, and exists therefore in a continual state of crisis. This is the paradox of what 
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WĞƚĞƌ tĞŝƌ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ ĂƐ  “ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ ĞŶĚŝŶŐ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ? Ɖ ? ? ? ? ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞwhich characterises decadent 
temporality.3 As we shall see, its eroticised ambivalence suffuses not only Lolita but also a tradition 
of decadent writers including writers such as Edgar Allan Poe and Charles Baudelaire  W writers whose 
texts reach for, and hover at, the point of extinction, yet stubbornly persist. Decadent temporality 
demands and revels in this static crisis, with what Vyachelslav Ivanov, the Russian decadent writer 
(himself a translator of Poe and Baudelaire, as well as a point of reference for Nabokov) described as 
 “ƚŚĞĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ?ĂƚŽŶĐĞŽƉƉƌĞƐƐŝǀĞĂŶĚĞǆŚŝůĂƌĂƚŝŶŐ ?ŽĨďĞŝŶŐƚŚĞůĂƐƚŝŶĂƐĞƌŝĞƐ ? ?WŽŐŐŝŽůŝ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? ? 
In what follows, then, Lolita ?Ɛdecadent temporality serves as an interface between its own 
aesthetic practice and its place in literary history. This is an operation which the novel itself 
foregrounds on several occasions as it simultaneously thematises reified time and the oppressive 
burden of its literary ancestors. This passage comes late in the novel, as Humbert describes the three 
Lolita-less years he spends between her abduction by Quilty and their reunion at Graystar: 
This book is about Lolita; and now I have reached the part which (had I not been forestalled 
ďǇĂŶŽƚŚĞƌŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůĐŽŵďƵƐƚŝŽŶŵĂƌƚǇƌ ?ŵŝŐŚƚďĞĐĂůůĞĚ “Dolorès Disparue ? ?ƚŚĞƌĞǁŽƵůd be 
little sense in analyzing the three empty years that followed. While a few pertinent points 
have to be marked, the general impression I desire to convey is of a side door crashing open 
ŝŶůŝĨĞ ?ƐĨƵůůĨůŝŐŚƚ ?ĂŶĚĂƌƵƐŚŽĨƌŽĂƌŝŶŐďůĂĐŬƚŝŵĞĚƌŽǁŶŝŶŐǁŝƚh its whipping wind the cry of 
lone disaster. (pp.253-4) 
 
dŚŝƐďůĂĐŬ ?ƐŝůĞŶĐŝŶŐƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŝƚǇŝƐĐůĞĂƌůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ “ĞŶƚƌĂŶĐĞĚ ?Žƌ “ĞŶĐŚĂŶƚĞĚ ?ƚŝŵĞ
ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐŝĚĞĂůŝƐĞĚ>ŽůŝƚĂĞŶĚůĞƐƐůǇƉůĂǇƐ ?ZĂƚŚĞƌ ?ƚŚŝƐƉĂƐƐĂŐĞĨŝŐƵƌĞƐĐŽŶƚŝŶŐĞŶĐǇĂƐa car-
crash, in which the resumption of linear temporality occurs as a disastrous intrusion into the safely 
ƐĞĂůĞĚ ůŝǀĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůŽǀĞƌƐ ƐƉĞĞĚŝŶŐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ŶŝŐŚƚ ? ĞƐƉŝƚĞ ŚŝƐ ǁŝƐŚĞƐ ? ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ? ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ
temporal fantasies do not exist in a vacuum, for along with the rush of time which violates his 
hermetic existence comes a fragment of literary history. dŚĞĂůůƵƐŝŽŶƚŽƉĂƌƚ ?ŽĨWƌŽƵƐƚ ?ƐIn Search 
of Lost Time, The Captive (Albertine disparue, 1925), operates for the reader in several ways. As well 
as participating in the ongoiŶŐ ƚŚĞŵĞ ŽĨ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ĞƌƵĚŝƚŝŽŶ ? ŝt also creates a thematic parallel 
ǁŚŝĐŚƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐŶĂƌƌĂƚŽƌĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞWƌŽƵƐƚ ?Ɛ ? ŝŶŚŝƐĨĂŝůĞĚĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ƚŽƌĞŵŽǀĞŚŝƐĐŚŝůĚ-like 
love from time, and in the slippage between sexual and textual desire. Finally though, this passage 
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invites us to understand the intrusion of time and the intrusion of literary history as functioning in 
similar ways, as unwanted but unavoidable constituents of those sexual and textual desires. 
,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ  “ĨŽƌĞƐƚĂůůŝŶŐ ? ďy Proust is easily assimilated into the familiar problems associated with 
literary decadence  W of the impossibility of originality, the inevitability of arriving too late, and the 
necessity of recycling old forms. These problems, however, also take us back into the heart of 
,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ŽǁŶ ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ ŶŶĂďĞů >ĞĞ ? ĂŶĚ his frustrated quest to recapture uniquely his own 
original  ?ŝƚŝƐŶŽƚĨŽƌŶŽƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐůĂƐƚ ?ƵŶĨŝŶŝƐŚĞĚŶŽǀĞůŝƐĞŶƚŝƚůĞĚThe Original of Laura). 
That literary history and plot engage in this kind of formal mimicry indicates what is at stake here  W a 
temporal structure which operates on several levels and which therefore demands that we think 
about Lolita dialectically, considering the interplay of its internalised qualities of form and content 
with its deeply self-conscious positioning within an internationalised American literature of the mid-
twentieth century.  
Late in their relationship, Humbert is troubled by his inability to secure complete 
surveillance of Dolores as shĞ ƌĞƐƵŵĞƐ ŚĞƌ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ Ăƚ ĞĂƌĚƐůĞǇ P  “ŶŽ ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ŚŽǁ closely I 
controlled her leisure, there would constantly occur unaccounted-for time leaks with over-elaborate 
ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ƐƚŽƉ ƚŚĞŵ ƵƉ ŝŶ ƌĞƚƌŽƐƉĞĐƚ ?  ?p.186). The surveillance and control which Humbert 
attemƉƚƐŚĞƌĞƐƉĞĂŬŶŽƚŽŶůǇƚŽEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐŽĨ&ĂƐĐŝƐƚĞƌůŝŶŝŶƚŚĞŵŝĚ ? ? ? ?Ɛ ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽƚŽ
the containment culture of the early Cold War and paranoid concerns about hostile espionage (five 
years after Lolita ?ƐƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶEĂďŽŬŽǀƐĞŶƚůĨƌĞĚ,ŝƚĐŚĐŽĐk a pitch for a spy thriller involving red 
agents infiltrating America). What particularly interests me here though is the way in which terms 
conventionally associated in this context with spatial containment  W the breach of United States 
borders  W are temporalised, as if to suggest that there are reasons for securing temporal boundaries 
too. Lolita ?ƐƚŝŵĞůĞĂŬƐĂƌĞƚŚŽƐĞŵŽŵĞŶƚƐĂƚǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞďŽƌĚĞƌƐŽĨ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐĞŶĐŚĂŶƚĞĚŝƐůĂŶĚĂƌĞ
ďƌĞĂĐŚĞĚ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞǇĂůƐŽŵĂƌŬEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐŝŶĨŝůƚƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ literary history too  W by a 





Poe, Baudelaire, and Lolita ?ƐŵďŝǀĂůĞŶƚdĞŵƉŽƌĂůŝƚŝĞƐ 
WŽĞ ?ƐůĞŐĂĐǇŝŶůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŚĂƐĂůǁĂǇƐďĞĞŶĂĐŽŶƚĞŶƚŝŽƵƐone, particularly in the United 
States, where his sensationalism, politics and scepticism excluded him from the canonical 
development of nineteenth-century transcendentalism. As we will see, there have also been 
ŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐĂŶǆŝĞƚŝĞƐĂďŽƵƚŚŽǁ  “ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ ? WŽĞwas, anxieties heightened by the esteem in which 
his reputation has been held in Europe, and especially in France. There Poe was discovered, 
translated and promoted by Charles Baudelaire, before finding avid readers in fin-de-siècle French 
Symbolists such as Stéphane Mallarmé and Paul Valéry, and eventually in Marcel Proust. In Britain, 
Algernon Swinburne found Poe through his friend and correspondent Baudelaire, and wrote to Sara 
Sigourney ZŝĐĞ ŝŶ  ? ? ? ?ŽĨŚŽǁ  “ƚŚĞŐĞŶŝƵƐŽĨĚŐĂƌůůĂŶWŽĞŚĂƐǁŽŶŽŶƚŚŝƐ side of the Atlantic 
such a wide and warm recognition ? (Carlson, 1966, pp.62-3).  This international matrix within early 
decadence was not lost on Nabokov, who gave Humbert Humbert a part-French father, an English 
mother, and an American lover. It is no secret that all three of these writers are alluded to numerous 
times in Lolita, along with many others. However, when Nabokov wrote the screenplay for Lolita in 
1960, despite having to sacrifice the densely allusive texture of the novel, he took special care to 
create new ways for Poe, Baudelaire and Swinburne to be assimilated into script, indicating the 
centrality of this literary grouping to his vision.  Together, these writers constitute crucial though 
ambivalent sources for Lolita ?Ɛ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂů ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐ ? ĂŶĚ ? ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĂƚ ? ĨŽƌ EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ŝĚĞĂů ŽĨ
ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐĂƵƚŽŶŽŵǇĂƐĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚŝŶŚŝƐĨĂŵŽƵƐĞƐƐĂǇ “KŶĂŽŽŬŶƚŝƚůĞĚLolita ? ?
EĂďŽŬŽǀ ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůůǇ ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ ŚŝƐ ŶŽǀĞů ƚŽ ďĞ ŶĂŵĞĚ  “'ŝŶŶǇ ? ? ĂĨƚĞƌ sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ ůĞŵŵ ? WŽĞ ?Ɛ
child-wife (Nabokov, 1995, p.358n.). The eventual choice of Dolores and its diminutive, Lolita, as 
ŶĂŵĞƐ ĨŽƌ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ĚĞƐŝƌĞĚ ŶǇŵƉŚĞƚ ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŶŽǀĞůƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ?signals a conscious 
accommodation of Swinburne too.4 Nevertheless, ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌǁŝƚŚŶŶĂďĞů>ĞŝŐŚ ?ĚĞƌŝǀĞĚ
ĨƌŽŵWŽĞ ?ƐǁĞůů-known poem,  “ŶŶĂďĞů>ĞĞ ? ?ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐƚŚĞĚĞĐŝƐŝǀĞĞǀĞŶƚŝŶŚŝƐůŝĨĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚǁŚŝĐŚ
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drives the mechanics of the plot  ?ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ ƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ ^ǁŝŶďƵƌŶĞ ?Ɛ ŽǁŶ ĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ŽƵƚ ŽĨ WŽĞ ?Ɛ
writing). Alfred Appel, Jr., in his annotated edition of Lolita, notes more than twenty allusions to Poe 
Žƌ  “ŶŶĂďĞů>ĞĞ ? ?ŵŽƌĞďǇ ĨĂƌ ƚŚĂŶ ĨŽƌĂŶǇ ŽƚŚĞƌǁƌŝƚĞƌ (Nabokov, 1995, p.330n.). Humbert often 
ƉůĂǇƐǁŝƚŚWŽĞŝŶŚŝƐŶĂŵĞ ?ĐĂůůŝŶŐŚŝŵƐĞůĨ  “ĚŐĂƌ, ?,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?  ?pp.75, 118, 189), and he likens his 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉǁŝƚŚŽůŽƌĞƐƚŽWŽĞ ?ƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞǇoung Virginia several times (pp.43, 107). On this level it 
ŝƐǁŝƚŚWŽĞ ?ƐŶŽƚŽƌŝŽƵƐŵĂƌƌŝĂŐĞ ?ĂŶĚǁŝƚŚŚŝƐƉŽƉƵůĂƌƉŽĞŵ ?ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŵŽƐƚŽďǀŝŽƵƐĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶƐůŝĞ ?
These simple allusions operate as red-herrings, however, diverting attention from Lolita ?ƐĨĂƌŵore 
profound debts to Poe. It is the short stories, and in particular the set dealing with the premature 
ĚĞĂƚŚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĨŝŶĞĚ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŽƌ ?Ɛ ůŽǀĞƌƐ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐ ƌĞƐŽŶĂŶĐĞƐ ?  tŚĞŶ
,ƵŵďĞƌƚĐĂůůƐŶŶĂďĞůŚŝƐ “ĚĞĂĚďƌŝĚĞ ?ŚĞŝƐƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽmore than simply the poem which provided 
her name  W he is also signalling a covert association with the eponymous heroines ŽĨ  “DŽƌĞůůĂ ? ?
 “ĞƌĞŶŝĐĞ ?ĂŶĚ “>ŝŐĞŝĂ ? ? 
dŽƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚŽĨEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐƐĞƌŝŽƵƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚWŽĞ ?ƐĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐ ?ĂŶĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
ethical problematics which constantly accompany them, we can begin with one of the most 
commonly-discussed and controversial moments in the novel. This is the passage after Humbert 
successfully brings himself to sexual climax, with an apparently ignorant Dolores on his lap. He then 
congratulates himself on preserving her innocence: 
What I had madly possessed was not she, but my own creation, another, fanciful Lolita  W 
perhaps, more real than Lolita; overlapping, encasing her; floating between me and her, and 
having no will, no consciousness  W indeed, no life of her own. (p.62) 
 
dŚĞĞĐŚŽĞƐŽĨWŽĞ ?ƐŶĂƌƌĂƚŽƌŝŶ “ĞƌĞŶŝĐĞ ? ?ĂƐŚĞŵĚŝƚĂƚĞƐŽŶŚŝƐŽǁŶĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŝĚĞĂůĨƌŽŵ
the material is certainly not coincidental: 
I had seen her  W not as the living and breathing Berenice, but as the Berenice of a dream  W  
not as a being of the earth, earthy, but as the abstraction of such a being  W  not as a thing to 
admire, but to analyze; not as an object of love, but as the theme of a most abstruse 
although desultory speculation. (Poe, 1984b, p.229) 
 
It is not too much to say that the roots of Lolita ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽƐƚƐŽĨĚŝǀŽƌĐŝŶŐƚŚĞŝĚĞĂů
ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů ůŝĞ ŝŶWŽĞ ?ƐŽǁŶĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐ ?dŚĞĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƉŽƐĞĚďǇEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐŶŽǀĞů ?ĂƐƐĞǀĞƌĂů
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critics have argued, lies in the necessity of restoring the material suffering of Dolores, in spite of 
,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?ŽƌƚŽƐĞĞƚŚĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶŽůŽƌĞƐ,ĂǌĞƚŚĞƐĐŚŽŽůŐŝƌůĂŶĚ>ŽůŝƚĂƚŚĞ
nymphet.5 /ŶWŽĞ ?ƐƚĂůĞƚŚĞŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůĞƌĞŶŝĐĞĐŽŵĞƐďĂĐŬƚŽŚĂƵŶƚƚŚĞŶĂƌƌĂƚŽƌǁith some degree of 
vengeance, in the form of her teeth, hacked out from the corpse. Nabokov adopts a riskier strategy 
which places responsibility firmly in the hands of his readers, who have to return the repressed by 
themselves. 
  “ĞƌĞŶŝĐĞ ? ? “DŽƌĞůůĂ ?ĂŶĚ  “Ligeia ?ĂƌĞthe tales which W. H. Auden, writing an introduction 
ƚŽ Ă  ? ? ? ? ĞĚŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ WŽĞ ?Ɛ ƐĞůĞĐƚĞĚ ƉƌŽƐĞ  ?ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨŚĞ ƐƵƌŐĞ ŽĨ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ WŽĞ ďǇ ůĂƚĞ ŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐƚ
ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĞ ǁŝůů ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ ůĂƚĞƌ ? ? ĐĂůůĞĚ  “ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ŽĨ wilful ďĞŝŶŐ ? ? ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ Žďsessional 
consciousnesses which narrate them, and are often described in them (1950, p.vi). In his discussion, 
ƵĚĞŶŝƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶWŽĞ ?ƐŶĞĞĚƚŽĞǆĐůƵĚĞƚŚĞŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƐĞƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ?ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐ
ƚŚĂƚ  “ƚŚŝƐ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ŚĞƌŽ ŚĂƐ ŶŽ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŚĞ ƌĞĨƵƐĞƐ ƚŽ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŝŵĞ ?  ?1950, p.vii). The 
narrators themselves, as Auden argues, resist time by replacing it with aesthetics  W the 
contemplation of beauty. While the books they read remain obediently timeless, however, the 
eponymous heroines ŽĨ  “ĞƌĞŶŝĐĞ ? ?  “>ŝŐĞŝĂ ? ĂŶĚ  “DŽƌĞůůĂ ? ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƉƌĞŵĂƚƵƌĞ
death in order to remove them from the dominion of natural time. In each instance though, some 
form of preservation or resurrection brings about the perseverance of these women within the 
stagnant, decadent time of their lover / narrator. Berenice, mistakenly buried due to the death-like 
nature of her epileptic fits, is dug up by her narrator; Ligeia, after succumbing to disease, is 
ƌĞŝŶĐĂƌŶĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ďŽĚǇ ŽĨ ŚĞƌ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŽƌ ?Ɛ ƐĞĐŽŶĚ wife; Morella, dying in childbirth, murmurs the 
paradox of decadent time  W  “/ Ăŵ ĚǇŝŶŐ ? ǇĞƚ ƐŚĂůů / ůŝǀĞ ?  W before inhabiting the body of her own 
daughter (Poe, 1984b, p.236). 
The point of death  W its temporal location  W such as it is in these stories, makes very little 
difference to the narrative, for the difference between living and dead states is negligible. What I am 
calling the ambivalence of decadent temporality is given full expression by the curious intermingling 
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of horror and desire directed at the female objects of temporal arrest. The hysterical conclusion of 
 “>ŝŐĞŝĂ ? ?ĨŽƌŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?ŽĨĨĞƌƐŶŽĐůƵĞĂƐƚŽǁŚŝĐŚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƉƌĞĚŽŵŝŶĂƚĞƐ P 
 “,ĞƌĞƚŚĞŶ ?ĂƚůĂƐƚ ? ?/ƐŚƌŝĞŬĞĚĂůŽƵĚ ? “ĐĂŶ/ŶĞǀĞƌ W can I never be mistaken  W these are the 
full, and the black, and the wild eyes  W of my lost love  W of the lady  W of the LADY LIGEIA! ?
(Poe, 1984b, p.277) 
 
^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ ? ŝŶ  “ĞƌĞŶŝĐĞ ? ? ƚŚĞ ďĞůŽǀĞĚ ŚĞƌŽŝŶĞ ?Ɛ ƐƵƌǀŝǀĂů ŽĨ ĂŶ ĞƉŝůĞƉƚŝĐ Ĩŝƚ  ? “Ɛƚŝůů ďƌĞĂƚŚŝŶŐ ? Ɛƚŝůů
palpitating, still alive ? ?  ? ? ? ? ?ď ?Ɖ ?232]) is accompanied by horror at the realization by the narrator 
ƚŚĂƚŚĞ ?ŝŶĂĚĂǌĞŽĨŚŝƐŽǁŶ ?ŚĂĚĚƵŐƵƉŚĞƌŐƌĂǀĞĂŶĚƌĞŵŽǀĞĚŚĞƌƚĞĞƚŚ ? “DŽƌĞůůĂ ? ?ĨŝŶĂůůǇ ?ŚĂƐŝƚƐ
ŶĂƌƌĂƚŽƌ ŝƐƐƵĞĂŶĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐ  “ůŽŶŐĂŶĚďŝƚƚĞƌ ůĂƵŐŚ ?ĂƐŚĞ ĨŝŶĚƐ ƚŚĞŐƌĂǀĞŽĨŚŝƐĚĞĂĚǁŝĨĞĞŵƉƚǇ
(1984b, p.239). These endings tell us why it is that these tales could never have assumed any form 
other than the short story, for the narrators themselves forbid narrative progression, existing only in 
Ă ƐƚĂƚĞ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ  “ǇĞĂƌƐ ƌŽůůĞĚ ĂǁĂǇ ? ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐŝƚƵĂtion, or as the narrator of 
 “ĞƌĞŶŝĐĞ ? ĚŽĞƐ ?  “ŵƵƐĞ ĨŽƌ ůŽŶŐunwearied hours, with my attention riveted to some frivolous 
ĚĞǀŝĐĞŽŶƚŚĞŵĂƌŐŝŶŽƌŝŶƚŚĞƚǇƉŽŐƌĂƉŚǇŽĨĂďŽŽŬ ? ?1984b, p.227). The only possible climax then, 
is the realization of their own ambivalence to decadent temporality; the mixture of fear and desire 
which always accompanies it. Each ending is an exorcism which rehearses those emotions for the 
narrator, in the hope of laying them to rest, even as he relishes their endless repetition as text. 
The narrative mechanism in Lolita ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ŚĂƐ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ůƵƐƚ ĨŽƌDolores predicated on 
attempts to repeat his childhood affair with Annabel Leigh, leaves itself open, in the first instance, to 
a crude Freudian explanation based on traumatic repetition.  This, argƵĂďůǇ ? ŝƐ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ
ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐŽĨĞǆĐƵůƉĂƚŝŽŶ ?&ƌŽŵƚŚĞƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ƚŚŽƵŐŚ ?ŽĨWŽĞ ?ƐĚĞĐĂĚĞŶƚƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŝƚǇ ?,ƵŵďĞƌƚŝƐ
ƚƌĂŶƐĨŝǆĞĚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ŚŝƐ  “ŝƐůĂŶĚ ŽĨ ĞŶĐŚĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŝŵĞ ? ? ƵŶĂďůĞ ƚŽ conceive of temporal progression. 
,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐŽďƐĞƐƐŝǀĞƌĞƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶƐ ?ǁŚŝch fill the novel, function most obviously in the many Lolitas in 
the text: aside from the obvious Annabel Leigh, precursors include Monique and Valeria (the latter 
ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌǀŝĐƚŝŵŽĨ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞĂŶĚĐĂůůŽƵƐŶĞƐ ? ?ǁŚŝůĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŽƌƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞZŝƚĂĂŶĚĂlittle girl, 
Ă  “ŐŽůĚĞŶ-skinned, brown-ŚĂŝƌĞĚ ŶǇŵƉŚĞƚ ŽĨ ŶŝŶĞ Žƌ ƚĞŶ ? ? ǁŚŽ ŵŽǀĞƐ ŝŶƚŽ ŚĂƌůŽƚƚĞ ?Ɛ ŚŽƵƐĞ ŝn 
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Ramsdale after her death, with whom Humbert flirts immediately after his supposed moral 
apotheosis (p.288). Even Charlotte herself stands in for DolorĞƐĂƐ “>ŽƚƚĞůŝƚĂ ?>ŽůŝƚĐŚĞŶ ? ?p.76). 
ŶĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚŽĨWŽĞ ?ƐƐƚŽƌŝĞƐŝƐƚŚĞƉĂƌĂůůĞůƉĞƌƉĞƚƵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĚĞĐĂĚĞŶƚƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŝƚǇ
ďŽƚŚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƚĂůĞ ?Ɛ ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ŝƚƐ ĨƌĞŶǌŝĞĚ ƌĞƚĞůůŝŶŐ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƐůŝƉƉĂŐĞ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
textual and sexual desire. EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ŶŽǀĞů ĂůƐŽ ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƐ ƚŚŝƐ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂů ĚŽƵďůŝŶŐ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ
superimposes the chronologies of the tale and its telling. This provides one argument against the 
ĐĂƐĞĨŽƌ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐŵŽƌĂůƌĞŚĂďŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ Wfor how can we take his moral epiphany seriously when he 
then goes on to re-experience, textually, that seduction again, and with such relish alongside the 
shame? Bearing in mind the frenzied, ambivalent descriptions of the living dead which conclude 
WŽĞ ?ƐƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ?ŚŽǁĂƌĞǁĞƚŽƌĞĂĚƚŚĞůĂƐƚǁŽƌĚƐŽĨLolita P “I am thinking of aurochs and angels, the 
secret of durable pigments, prophetic sonnets, the refuge of art. And this is the only immortality you 
and I may share, my Lolita ? ? (p.309)? ŽƚŚ “DŽƌĞůůĂ ?ĂŶĚ “>ŝŐĞŝĂ ?ĞŶĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌŚĞƌŽŝŶĞ ?ƐŶĂŵĞƐŽŶ
the lips of their narrators too, enacting their continued life. In Lolita though, immortality purports to 
come not through corporeal persistence, but its literary counterpart. As we finish the novel, 
,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞŝƚ  ?ĂŶĚ ŚĞ ŝƐ ĂŶ ĞǆƉĞƌƚ ŽŶ WŽĞ ? ŝƐ ƚŚĂ  ŚĞ ŝƐ Ăůǁays about to retell it, about to 
ƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŚŝƐǇŽƵŶŐŶǇŵƉŚĞƚŽŶĐĞŵŽƌĞ ?/ŶŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ?EĂďŽŬŽǀĂĚŵŝƚƚĞĚƚŚĂƚŚĞŚĂĚ “ƌĞůŝƐŚĞĚ ?WŽĞ
between the ages of 10 and 15 but that the American later lost his  “glamor ĂŶĚ ƚŚƌŝůů ? (Nabokov, 
1990, pp.42-3). We must admit then, that in allowing Humbert this final decadent flourish, an ending 
that is not one, Nabokov has not entirely left behind this persistent Poe. 
In the novel Lolita ?,ƵŵďĞƌƚǁŽƌŬƐŽŶĂ “ĐŽŵƉĂƌĂƚŝǀĞŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨ&ƌĞŶĐŚůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞĨŽƌŶŐůŝƐŚ-
ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ? ?p.32). In the screenplay, in addition to his recurrent affinity for Poe, the theme 
ŽĨ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ &ƌĞŶĐŚ ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ŝƐ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ŝŶ Ă ǀĞƌǇ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ P ŚĂƌůĞƐ
Baudelaire.6 Even more particularly, Humbert is found lecturing on Baudelaire and Poe together 
(Nabokov, 1996, p.728). The question of literary inheritance is precisely what is aƚƐƚĂŬĞŝŶEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ
engagement with decadent temporality, and in this case the trajectory between Poe and Baudelaire 
10 
 
is in clear relief. /ĨWŽĞŐĂǀĞĨƵůůĞƐƚĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶƚŽŚŝƐŚŽƌƌŽƌŽĨůŝŶĞĂƌƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŝƚǇŝŶ “dŚĞWŝƚĂŶĚƚŚĞ
WĞŶĚƵůƵŵ ? ? ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŝŵĞ ? ƚŽ ƋƵŽƚĞ EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ĨƌŝĞŶĚ ,ĂƌƌǇ >ĞǀŝŶ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƚĂůĞ ? ŝƐ  “ƚŚĞ ƐǁŽƌĚ ŽĨ
ĂŵŽĐůĞƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŚĂŶŐƐŽǀĞƌĞǀĞƌǇŵĂŶ ?  ?1972, p.153), then Baudelaire continues this tradition of 
ƐŝŶŝƐƚĞƌĐŚƌŽŶŽƉŚŽďŝĂŝŶƉŽĞŵƐƐƵĐŚĂƐ “dŚĞůŽĐŬ ?  ? “> ?,ŽƌůŽŐĞ ? ? ?/ŶLolita: A Screenplay ?,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ
ĨŝƌƐƚ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ ƚŽ ƐŚŽŽƚ Ă ŐƌĂŶĚĨĂƚŚĞƌ ĐůŽĐŬ ŝŶ YƵŝůƚǇ ?Ɛ hƐŚĞƌ-like mansion. Baudelaire however, 
emphasises the omnipotence of the time-ƉŝĞĐĞ P “Souviens-toi que le Temps est un joueur avide / Qui 
ŐĂŐŶĞƐĂŶƐƚƌŝĐŚĞƌ ?ăƚŽƵƚĐŽƵƉ ?Đ ?ĞƐƚ ůĂ ůŽŝ ? ?(1975, vol. 1, p.81).7 In his personification, Baudelaire 
characterises time as the great thief relentlessly attending the individual: 
 Le PlaiƐŝƌǀĂƉŽƌĞƵǆĨƵŝƌĂǀĞƌƐů ?ŚŽƌŝǌŽŶ 
 Ainsi qu ?ƵŶĞƐǇůƉŚŝĚĞĂƵĨŽŶĚĚĞůĂĐŽƵůŝƐƐĞ ? 
 Chaque instant te dévore un morceau du délice 
 À chaque homme accordé pour toute sa saison. (1975, vol.1, p.81)8 
  “ƐǇůƉŚŝĚĞ ? ŝƐ Ă ŶǇŵƉŚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁŽŽĚƐ ? ŚĞƌĞ ƉůĂǇĞĚ ŝŶ Ă ƚŚĞĂƚre, disappearing into the wings, as 
Dolores ĚŽĞƐ ďŽƚŚ ŝŶ ŚĞƌ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ  “dŚĞ ŶĐŚĂŶƚĞĚ ,ƵŶƚĞƌƐ ? ĂŶĚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ŝƚƐĞůĨ
after her abduction by Quilty.  
This theatrical motif shows how both Nabokov and Baudelaire evoke a form of pleasure 
which combines aesthetic and erotic stimulation, and which is threatened by chronological time. 
dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂůƐŽĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞĨŽƌƚŚŝƐŝŶŽŶĞŽĨ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐƚŚƌĞĞĂůůƵƐŝŽŶƐƚŽĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞŝŶƚŚĞŶŽǀĞů Lolita. 
One of his observations of a nymphet is described in terms borroweĚ ĨƌŽŵ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ
ĨĂǀŽƵƌŝƚĞƐŽĨĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ?ƐƉŽĞŵƐ ? “DŽƌŶŝŶŐdǁŝůŝŐŚƚ ? ? “>ĞƌĠƉƵƐĐƵůĞĚƵŵĂƚŝŶ ? ? P9
I would find the former [Dolores], les yeux perdus, dipping and kicking her long-toed feet in 
the water on the stone edge of which she lolled, while, on either side of her, there crouched 
a brun adolescent whom her russet beauty and the quicksilver in the baby folds of her 
stomach were sure to cause to se tordre  W oh Baudelaire!  W in recurrent dreams for months 
to come. (p.162) 
 
There is a temporal and erotic network to disentangle in this allusion, which displays the paradoxical 
ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ĚĞĐĂĚĞŶƚ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŝƚǇ ? &ŝƌƐƚůǇ ? ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ  “ǁŽƵůĚ ? ? ŚŝƐ ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
French imparfait favoured by Proust, is a tool which helps him to elide temporal precision, 
suggestive of repetitions without disclosing exactly how many. Despite his attempts to endow his 
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erotic vision with temporal elasticity however, the very details of the images, from ŽůŽƌĞƐ ?toes to 
the folds of her stomach, betray ƚŚĞŝƌƐŝŶŐƵůĂƌŝƚǇ ?ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ?ƐƉŽĞŵalso captures a fleeting instant, 
the momentary passing of night into day, when chronological time and the humdrum exigencies of 
daily life reassert themselves, and attempts to transform it into the permanence of the text. The 
lines providing the source of the allusion run P  “ ?ĠƚĂŝƚ ů ?ŚĞƵƌĞ Žƶ ů ?ĞƐƐĂŝŵ ĚĞƐ ƌġǀĞƐ ŵĂůĨĂŝƐĂŶƚƐ  ?
dŽƌĚ ƐƵƌ ůĞƵƌƐ ŽƌĞŝůůĞƌƐ ůĞƐ ďƌƵŶƐ ĂĚŽůĞƐĐĞŶƚƐ ?  ?1975, vol.1, p.103).10 Innocent enough, but for 
,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ƐĞŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĨŝŶĚƐ ŝŶ ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ?Ɛ ƉŽĞƚƌǇ Ă ŵĞĂŶƐ ďǇ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŽ ƌĞǀŝǀĞ ƚŚĞ
ecstasy of his erotic vision as textual pleasure  W  “KŚ ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ? ? ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ
 “DŽƌŶŝŶŐ dǁŝůŝŐŚƚ ? ŝƐ Ă ŵŝƐƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ though, for his wilful eroticising of its opening neglects the 
resumption of linear time which marks its development. Here we find, as day breaks on Paris, 
women suffering the pains of childbirth, which is to be the cause of ŽůŽƌĞƐ ?own death. The dying in 
ƚŚĞŚŽƐƉŝĐĞƐ “ƉŽƵƐƐĂŝĞŶƚůĞƵƌĚĞƌŶŝĞƌƌąůĞĞŶŚŽƋƵĞƚƐŝŶĠŐĂƵǆ ?ĂŶĚ “les débauchés rentraient, brisés 
par leurs travaux ? (1975, vol.1, p.104).11 ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ?ƐƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇƚŽƚŚĞŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůĞĐŽƐƚƐŽĨĚĞĐĂĚĞŶƚ
temporality contains within it ĂƉƌŽƉŚĞĐǇŽĨ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐŽǁŶĨĂƚĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŽĨŚŝƐǀŝĐƚŝŵ ? 
Having suggested these ways in which Nabokov draws on Baudelaire in connection to 
ĚĞĐĂĚĞŶƚ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŝƚǇ ? ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ŶŽǁ ƚƵƌŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ &ƌĞŶĐŚ ƉŽĞƚ ?Ɛ ǁĞůů-ŬŶŽǁŶ ĞƐƐĂǇ ?  “dŚĞ WĂŝŶƚĞƌ ŽĨ
DŽĚĞƌŶ>ŝĨĞ ? ? “>ĞWĞŝŶƚƌĞĚĞůĂǀŝĞŵŽĚĞƌŶĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŽǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞǇ
held certain ideas abouƚƚŝŵĞĂŶĚůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞŝŶĐŽŵŵŽŶ ?,ĞƌĞ ?ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ?ƐĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞflâneur 
sheds some valuable light on Lolita ?ƐƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐ P “ŚĞŝƐƚŚĞƉĂŝŶƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞƉĂƐƐŝŶŐŵŽŵĞŶƚ
ĂŶĚŽĨĂůůƚŚĞƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĞƚĞƌŶŝƚǇŝƚĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐ ? ?Baudelaire, 1964, p.5). The crucial element of this 
ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŝƐƚŚĞĐŽŶũƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ “ĂŶĚ ? ?ĨŽƌĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ?Ɛflânerie ŝƐĂĚŽƵďůĞŵĂŶƈƵǀĞƌ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ
the observer to both depict time passing and to isolate the aesthetic object from its temporal 
context in order to distil its essence. One might even suggest that time itself constitutes a second 
aesthetic object for the flâneur, one which might steal the show. With this in mind, we can be sure 
that, if time does steal the show in Lolita  ?ŝŶƚŚĂƚŶŽǀĞů ?ĂƐŝŶ “dŚĞůŽĐŬ ? ?ƚŚĞĐůŽĐŬ wins every round 
ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ĐŚĞĂƚŝŶŐ ? ? ŝƚ ŝƐ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ ŝŶ ƐƉŝƚĞ ŽĨ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ? Ɛ ƚŚĞ ĂůůƵƐŝŽŶ / ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ ĂďŽǀĞ
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ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ ? ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ ŝƐupon the process of distillation with which he attempts to 
remove the dross and refuse of time from the immutable essence of his object, at the cost of 
blindness to the possibility of fugitive beauty. Baudelaire further elaborates his argument by offering 
ƵƐĂĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨďĞĂƵƚǇŝƚƐĞůĨ ? “ĂůǁĂǇƐĂŶĚŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇŽĨĂĚŽƵďůĞĐŽŵƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ? P
an eternal, invariable element, whose quantity it is excessively difficult to determine, and of 
a relative, circumstantial element . . . the age, its fashions, its morals, its emotions. (1964, 
p.3) 
 
In Baudelaire, then, we find one source for the way that Nabokov irŽŶŝƐĞƐ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĞůŝƚŝƐŵ ?
expressed through his contempt for the contemporary. In Lolita, the relentless cataloguing of 
American consumer and pop culture of the late 1940s and early 1950s is more than either realist 
period detail or (as some early ĐƌŝƚŝĐƐďĞůŝĞǀĞĚ ?ĂƐŝŐŶŽĨŽůŽƌĞƐ ?ŽǁŶǀƵůŐĂƌŝƚǇ ?/ƚŝƐƌĂƚŚĞƌĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ
ŽĨƚŚĞǁĂǇƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƚŝŵĞĐĂŶďĞƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚƚŽůĞĂŬŝŶƚŽ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐŚĞƌŵĞƚŝĐĂůůǇƐĞĂůĞĚǁŽƌůĚ ?ĨŽƌ
ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚŽůŽƌĞƐ ?ŝŵŵĞƌƐŝŽŶŝŶƉŽƉƵůĂƌĐƵůƚƵƌĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĂŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚŝŶŚŝƐ fetishization 
ŽĨŚĞƌ ?ƚŚĂƚƐĞĐŽŶĚĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ?ƐĨŽƌŵƵůĂ ?ƚŚĞĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐŽĨŵƵƚĂďŝůŝƚǇŝŶƚƌĞŶĚƐ ?ĨĂƐŚŝŽŶƐ
and fads remain firmly beyond his control.  
We have seen then that the ambivalence inherent in the structure of decadent temporality 
is repƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ůĞǀĞů ŽĨ EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ŝƚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ǁƌŝƚĞƌƐ ŚĞ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ ŝƚ ?
dŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ĂŶ ĞůĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞ ŝŶ EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ĚĞĐĂĚĞŶƚ ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ? ĂŶĚ ǇĞƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ
apparent that there is also a compulsive need for it manifested in the aesthetic forces which drive 
the novel  W the desire for, and failure to achieve, autonomy through temporal control; the resulting 
disorientation; the inviolable necessity of repetition and recycling. It also becomes clear from 
reading Poe and Baudelaire that they conceived of the attempt to master time as not only a 
desperate struggle against a superior power, but also one they were obliged to fight in order to 
retain integrity as autonomous artists. For Baudelaire, the resistance to temporal exigency is 
inseparable from the idea of his vocation, as another comment from the Intimate Journals (Journaux 
Intimes, 1887) indicates P “Every minute we are crushed by the idea and sense of time. There are only 
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two methods of escaping from this nightmare, of forgetting it: physical pleasure, and work. Pleasure 
ǁĞĂƌƐ ƵƐ ŽƵƚ ? tŽƌŬ ƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚĞŶƐ ƵƐ ? >Ğƚ ƵƐ ŵĂŬĞ ŽƵƌĐŚŽŝĐĞ ?  ?Baudelaire, 1995, p.70-71). This 
perspective, which effectively locates artistic autonomy as the alternative to oblivion in the struggle 
against time, opens up a second intertextual dimension to Lolita which draws on a slightly different 
aspect of decadent aesthetics  W ǁŚĂƚWŽĞƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽŝŶ “dŚĞWŽĞƚŝĐWƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ?ĂƐ “ƚŚĞŚĞƌĞƐǇŽĨThe 
Didactic ? ?1984a, p.75). 
If the parallel between Poe and Humbert is stressed, even laboured, throughout Lolita ?WŽĞ ?Ɛ
ƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞǁŝƚŚŝŶEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐŽǁŶƉĞƌƐŽŶĂŝŶ “KŶĂŽŽŬŶƚŝƚůĞĚ>ŽůŝƚĂ ?ŝƐůĞƐƐŽĨƚĞŶĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚŽŶ ?12 
 “/ĂŵŶĞŝƚŚĞƌĂƌĞĂĚĞƌŶŽƌĂǁƌŝƚĞƌŽĨĚŝĚĂĐƚŝĐĨŝĐƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚ, ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ:ŽŚŶZĂǇ ?ƐĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶ ?Lolita has no 
ŵŽƌĂůŝŶƚŽǁ ? ?EĂďŽŬŽǀƉƌŽƚĞƐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĂƚĞƐƐĂǇ ?1995, p.314). These words have been a focal point 
for a number of interesting debates about the ethical implications of the novel.13 What is usually 
neglected though, is the extent to which they, and indeed the whole essay, consciously recapitulate 
a legacy of rhetorical defences against social and political conformism by decadent writers, from 
WŽĞ ? ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ĂŶĚ ^ǁŝŶďƵƌŶĞ ƚŽ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ? ŽďůŝƋƵĞůǇ ? WƌŽƵƐƚ ? WŽĞ ŚŝŵƐĞůĨ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ  “ƚŚĞ
heresy of the didacƚŝĐ ? W ƚŚĞƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝƐŝŶŐŽĨĂŶǇŵŽƌĂůŽƌƐŽĐŝĂů “ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ ?ĂďŽǀĞƚŚĞƉƵƌĞůǇĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ
quality of the poem  W and confirmed this as an absolute principle to be adhered to, even at the cost 
of deviation from truth. Rather than submit to transient socio-political pressures, the poet must 
 “ƐƚƌƵŐŐůĞ ?ďǇŵƵůƚŝĨŽƌŵĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŵong the things and thoughts of Time, to attain a portion of 
ƚŚĂƚ >ŽǀĞůŝŶĞƐƐ ǁŚŽƐĞ ǀĞƌǇ ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ ? ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ? ĂƉƉĞƌƚĂŝŶ ƚŽ ĞƚĞƌŶŝƚǇ ĂůŽŶĞ ?  ?1984a, p.77). In his 
essays on Poe, Baudelaire strongly endorsed this autonomous position, and wrote in his letter to 
Swinburne a statement which even more closely ƉƌĞĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛown in Lolita P  “/ ďĞůŝĞǀĞ
simply that . . . all poems, every piece of well-made art, suggest naturally and necessarily a morĂů ?/ƚ ?Ɛ
ƚŚĞƌĞĂĚĞƌ ?ƐĂĨĨĂŝƌ ?/ŵǇƐĞůĨƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇĚŝƐůŝŬĞĂŶǇŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶĂůůǇĞǆƉƌessed moral in a poem ? (Swinburne, 
1959, vol.1, p.88).14 That Lolita ĚŽĞƐ ĐĂƌƌǇ Ă ŵŽƌĂů ĐŚĂƌŐĞ ? ŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚ ŝŶ EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐ ? ďƵƚ
requiring the active participation of the reader, is an argument made convincingly by Richard Rorty, 
ĂŶĚŵŽƌĞƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇďǇ>ĞůĂŶĚĚĞůĂƵƌĂŶƚĂǇĞ ?/ƚŚŝŶŐĞƐŽŶƚŚĞǁŽƌĚƐ “ŝŶƚŽǁ ? ?ǁŝƚŚǁŚŝĐŚEĂďŽŬŽǀ
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qualifies his statement, for according to this argument, the moral dimension of the work is 
absolutely ŝŶƐĞƉĂƌĂďůĞ ĨƌŽŵ ŝƚƐ ƉƵƌĞůǇ ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ? EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ǁĂy of explaining this has 
become probably his most well-known comment on Lolita:  
For me a work of fiction exists only insofar as it affords me what I shall bluntly call aesthetic 
bliss, that is a sense of being somehow, somewhere, connected with other states of being 
where art (curiosity, tenderness, kindness, ecstasy) is the norm. (Nabokov, 1995, pp.314-15) 
 
Despite the familiarity of these words, critics (with one exception15) have not taken account of the 
ĨĂĐƚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŚĂƚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĐŽŵĞ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝǀĞ ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ ŽŶ ŚŝƐ ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐ ŝƐ ŝŶ ĨĂĐƚ ĂŶ
instance of allusion; an engagement with literary history referring to WƌŽƵƐƚ ?Ɛ In Search of Lost Time, 
ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶƚƵƌŶƌĞĂĐŚĞƐĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇƚŽWŽĞ ?ƐƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŝŶ “dŚĞWŽĞƚŝĐWƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ? ?dŚĞƉĂƐƐĂŐĞŝŶƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ
is a meditation on the death of the aesthete and writer Bergotte, a friend of the narrator. Marcel 
wonders at the motivations for selfless acts of kindness, or for the time and effort spent by artists on 
ƚŚĞŝƌǁŽƌŬ ?ƌĞĂƐŽŶŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐĞ “ƐĞĞŵƚŽďĞůŽŶŐƚŽĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚǁŽƌůĚ ?ĂǁŽƌůĚďĂƐĞĚŽŶŬŝŶĚŶĞƐƐ ?
scrupulousness, self-sacrifice, a world entirely different from this one and which we leave in order to 
be born again on this earth, before returning there to live once again ? (1996, vol.5, p.208). >ŝŬĞWŽĞ ?Ɛ
ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƐ ?WƌŽƵƐƚ ?ƐƉĂƐƐĂŐĞŵĂŬĞƐƚŚĞĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂƌƚŝƐƚŝĐĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƚŚĞĨƵƚŝůĞďƵƚ
necessary struggle against time, arguing that only the obligations contracted in a ideal artistic (and 
ƚŝŵĞůĞƐƐ ?ǁŽƌůĚĐĂŶĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĨŽƌƚŚĞ “ĂƚŚĞŝƐƚĂƌƚŝƐƚ ? ?ǁŚŽ “ďĞŐŝŶ ?Ɛ ?ŽǀĞƌĂŐĂŝŶĂƐĐŽƌĞŽĨƚŝŵĞƐĂƉŝĞĐĞ
of work the admiration aroused by which will matter little to his worm-ĞĂƚĞŶ ďŽĚǇ ?  ?1996, vol.5, 
p.208).  
Despite the important ways in which Nabokov inflects and modifies his allusion to Proust, 
EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐŐĞƐƚƵƌĞƐƚŽǁĂƌĚƐůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇŚŝƐƚŽƌǇĂƚƚŚĞĐƌƵĐŝĂůŵŽŵĞŶƚŽĨŚŝƐũƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŽƌǇƉŽůĞŵŝĐƐŚŽƵůĚ
not be underestimated. In Lolita, he reaches for decadent temporal aesthetics not just in his creation 
of ƚŚĞŶŽǀĞů ?ƐƉƌŽƚĂŐŽŶŝƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƉůŽƚ ?ŶŽƌ ŶůǇŝŶƚŚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐǁŚŝĐŚŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĞ
it, but also in his ethical justification of it. Any account of Lolita ǁŚŝĐŚĐŝƚĞƐEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
with decadence as either a condemnation of its aesthetic premises, or as an endorsement of them, 
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has not realised the ambivalence which resides there. The novel gives expression to decadent 
temporality, offering the potential for its critique at the same time as it relies upon its seductive 
principles for inducing pleasure in the reader. It evokes Poe and Baudelaire as complicit in the 
ƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ƉĞƌǀĞƌƚĞĚ ƐĞǆƵĂů ĚĞƐŝƌĞƐĂƚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŝŵĞ ĂƐ ŝƚ ƌĞĐƌƵŝƚƐ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ
ĚĞĨĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŶŽǀĞů ?Ɛ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ŝŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇ ? /ƚ ƉƌŽĐůĂŝŵƐ ĚĞĐĂĚĞŶĐĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ƐƚƵĐŬ ŝŶ a reductive cycle of 
repetition and cliché and at the same time hauls it out of the nineteenth century to renovate it, 
ďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ ?ƐŵŽƐƚƉŽƉƵůĂƌĂŶĚĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇĂĐĐůĂŝŵĞĚĨŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?It constitutes a demand 
for the reader to reenter the debate about the value of decadent temporal aesthetics after Eliot and 
the New Criticism pronounced it closed. 
 
Lolita and the New Critical response to Decadence 
ƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞ  ? ? ? ?ƐĂŶĚ ĞĂƌůǇ  ? ? ? ?Ɛ ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞǇĞĂƌƐ ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐĂƌƌŝǀĂů ŝŶ
the United States in 1941, there was a marked period of interest within the American literary 
academy in Edgar Allan Poe. This was noticeable across a range of critics, many of whom, such as 
Harry Levin, Edmund Wilson, Yvor Winters and Allen Tate, were known personally to Nabokov. There 
are several common strands to be discerned in these texts which deal with Poe, converging on an 
anxiety over where to place him within the canons of modernism and American literature. On one 
hand  there was confusion over whether to place Poe within the context of American literary history, 
as Edmund Wilson (1942) and, earlier, William Carlos Williams suggested (1966, pp.216-233), or 
within a European tradition culminating in Valéry, as Eliot argued (1965, pp.27-42). New Critical 
attĞŵƉƚƐĂƚĚĞůŝŶĞĂƚŝŶŐĂŶŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĐĂŶŽŶĐĂƉĂďůĞŽĨŵŽƵŶƚŝŶŐĂĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƚŽƚŚĞŝƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƵŶŝƋƵĞ
conditions of social modernity were ĐŽŶĨŽƵŶĚĞĚďǇWŽĞ ?ƐƌĞƐŽůƵƚĞ ĐŽƐŵŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶŝƐŵ ? On the other 
hand, Poe was the focus of a concern with the possibility and desirability of artistic autonomy, which 
ŝƐĐŽƵĐŚĞĚŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƚŚĞ “ƉƵƌŝƚǇ ?Žƌ  “ŝŵƉƵƌŝƚǇ ?ŽĨ ƉŽĞƚƌǇ ?/ŶƚŚŝƐƐĞŶƐĞ ?WŽĞǁĂƐƚŚĞŐƌŽƵŶĚŽǀĞƌ
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which American critics negotiated the definitions of literary modernism and its relationship to 
society. Finally, fear of influence is implicit in much of the writing about Poe; the apparently 
ƚƌŽƵďůŝŶŐƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇƚŚĂƚĂŶĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨWŽĞ ?ƐĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐŵĂǇŚĂǀĞ ĨŝůƚĞƌĞĚĚŽǁŶŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĂƌƚŝƐƚ ?Ɛ own 
practice, without their full consciousness. These, as I have suggested, are all concerns which are 
addressed by Nabokov in Lolita, which although taking the form of a novel, performs a job of 
criticism for its author, allowing him to express the complexity and ambivalence of his own 
perspective on decadence in literary history and evolution in a way he never could in any other 
ŵĞĚŝƵŵ ?/ŶǁŚĂƚĨŽůůŽǁƐ/ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶĂůŶŽƚŝŽŶƐŽĨůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽƚŝŵĞĂŶĚ
to politics are at stake in this ideological nexus developing around Poe and decadence in mid-
twentieth century America. The uncertain possibility of literary progress and development within 
time which vexed decadent aesthetics was still (perhaps most?) in evidence in this period, haunting 
the remnants of the modernist project.  
Yvor Winters, with whom Nabokov socialised several times in the early 1940s (Boyd, 1991, 
p.33), wrote an essay entitled  “ĚŐĂƌůůĂŶWŽĞ PƌŝƐŝƐŝŶƚŚĞ,ŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂŶKďƐĐƵƌĂŶƚŝƐŵ ?for 
American Literature in 1937, which constituted a sustained attack on the very idea of taking Poe 
seriously. The discourse of security and breach is immediately apparent in the essay, as Winters 
worries that the American literary establishment has failed in its job to safeguard the purity of the 
canon:  
Poe has long passed casually with me and with most of my friends as a bad writer 
accidentally and temporarily popular; the fact of the matter is, of course, that that he has 
been pretty effectually established as a great writer while we have been sleeping. (Carlson, 
1966, pp.176-7) 
 
The fear here is of a leak in time, which has permitted Poe to escape the supposedly safe confines of 
his historically-specific popularity to infiltrate the present. This is a concern that Winters shares with 




ůůĞŶdĂƚĞǁĂƐŽŶĞƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĐŚĂŵƉŝŽŶƐŽĨEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐǁŽƌŬ ?ĂŶĚǁĂƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ
for the publication of Bend Sinister  ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ŚŝƐĨŝƌƐƚŵĞƌŝĐĂŶŶŽǀĞů ?/Ŷ ? ? ? ?ĂŶĚ ? ? ? ?ŚĞ ǁƌŽƚĞ “KƵƌ
ŽƵƐŝŶDƌ ?WŽĞ ?ĂŶĚ “dŚe Angelic Imagination, ? two essays in which one of the leading figures of the 
conservative New Critical establishment addressed the vexed question of PoĞ ?Ɛ ůĞŐĂĐǇ ? dŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ
striking ĂƐƉĞĐƚŽĨƚŚĞƐĞĞƐƐĂǇƐŝƐdĂƚĞ ?ƐĂŶǆŝĞƚǇŽǀĞƌǁŚĂƚŽdo with Poe, as if his persistence within 
ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ĚĞďĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ƉŽĞƚŝĐ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ǁĂƐ ĂŶ ĞŵďĂƌƌĂƐƐŵĞŶƚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶŝŶŐ ĂǁĂǇ P  “&Žƌ
Americans, as perhaps for most modern men, he is with us like a dejected cousin: we may  ‘place ? 
him but we may not exclude him frŽŵ ŽƵƌ ďŽĂƌĚ ? (Tate, 1955, p.134). An admission of literary 
kinship then, but not a direct one. It is with a reluctant act of inclusion, Tate suggests, that Poe may 
be admitted to ƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ “ďŽĂƌĚ ?ŽĨƚŚĞůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇĞůŝƚĞ ?In an essay saturated with ambivalence, that 
ƉŚƌĂƐĞ “ĂƐƉĞƌŚĂƉƐĨŽƌŵŽƐƚŵŽĚĞƌŶŵĞŶ ?ŝƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇƚĞůůŝŶŐ ?ĨŽƌdĂƚĞ ?ƐWŽĞĞǆŝƐƚƐŝŶĂ “ƉĞĐƵůŝĂƌ
ƉůĂĐĞ ? ? ĂŶ ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůŝƐŵ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ Ă ƚƌĂŶƐŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů
modernist tradition of high literary culture, and it is partly this geographical indeterminism which 
makes him the object of such anxiety. This is not simply a matter of spatial location, however, for 
dĂƚĞ ?ƐǁĂǇŽĨũƵƐƚŝĨǇŝŶŐhis castrating acceptance of ŚŝƐ “ĚĞũĞĐƚĞĚĐŽƵƐŝŶ ?Poe is primarily temporal. 
/Ŷ  “dŚĞ ŶŐĞůŝĐ /ŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ? ŚĞ ǁƌŝƚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ  “WŽĞ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĨŝŐƵƌĞ ŝŶ ŵŽĚĞƌŶ ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ
because he discovered our great subject, the disintegration of personality, but kept it in a language 
that had developed in a traĚŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƵŶŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ŽƌĚĞƌ ?  ?1955, pp.118-19). The problem here is the 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉŽĨ ƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚ WŽĞ ?ƐŽŶůǇǀĂůƵĞ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚŚĞŚĂƉƉĞŶĞĚƵƉŽŶ  “our great 
subject ?  ?ŵǇ ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ ?, ƐŽ ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ŚĞ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ĂƐƐŝŵŝůĂƚĞĚ ŝŶƚŽ dĂƚĞ ?Ɛ ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ
there is a very strong sense of the authority of the present acting upon and ordering the past rather 
than the other way round. The only way that Poe can assert himself upon the present is through his 
refusal to grant relief by disappearing.  
It is hardly coincidental that Nabokov reproduces the tension between American regionalism 
ĂŶĚŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐƚĐŽƐŵŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶŝƐŵŝŶŚŝƐŽǁŶ “ĚŐĂƌ, ?,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ? ?ĂƐƚŚĞƵƌŽƉĞĂŶĂĞƐƚŚĞƚĞĞŵďĂƌŬƐ
on his road-ƚƌŝƉ ǁŝƚŚ ŽůŽƌĞƐ ? ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ƚŚĞ  “ĐƌĂǌǇ ƋƵŝůƚ ŽĨ ĨŽƌƚǇ-eight states ? (p.152) from New 
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England to the South West, California and, of course, Dixie. Temporally though, Nabokov, like Tate, is 
ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ WŽĞ ?Ɛ ƉĞƌƐŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ? ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƚĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚŶŶĂďĞů >ĞĞ  ? >ĞŝŐŚ ŚĂƵŶƚƐ ďŽƚŚ ŚŝƐ ŽǁŶ ĂŶĚ
,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐĞƐ ĂĨƚĞƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ŝŶ youth. The notion of transition 
across time then is very important in their ĚĞĂůŝŶŐƐ ǁŝƚŚ WŽĞ ? ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ? ǁŚŝůĞ dĂƚĞ ĞǆĐƵƐĞƐ WŽĞ ?Ɛ
shortcomings through a historicising perspective  W right ideas, wrong period  W EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ƚĞǆƚ
positions itself as the dynamic historical agent, importing Poe wholesale (from caricature through to 
complex literary intellectual) into the present and facilitating his critique in the hands of the reader. 
In doing this he assimilates him into the novel with the attendant contradictions and uncertainties 
intact. Nabokov, in other words, rescues Poe from his languishing condition in history, where Tate 
has securely positioned him, and brings him into the present to occupy centre stage in the unstable 
late modernist drama.  
This is a drama that not only Tate, but also Cleanth Brooks and Robert Penn Warren, had 
tried to exclude Poe from.16 The idea that Poe was overly concerned with the sound of his poetry, 
and was consequently negligent to the meaning of the words, allowing them to develop an existence 
ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ ƚŽ  “ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ? ? ǁĂƐ ĂŶ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌƚŽ ƚŚĞ EĞǁ ƌŝƚŝĐƐ ĨƌŽŵ ůŝŽƚ ?Ɛ ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞ ŝŶ
 “^ǁŝŶďƵƌŶĞĂƐWŽĞƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚŚĞĐůĂŝŵĞĚƚŚĂƚůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞĂŶĚŝƚƐŽďũĞĐƚ 
are identified in the verse of Swinburne solely because the object had ceased to exist, 
because the meaning is merely the hallucination of meaning, because language, uprooted, 
has adapted itself to an independent life of atmospheric nourishment. (Eliot, 1932, p.313) 
 
Eliot goes on to make a similar attack on Poe in his later ĞƐƐĂǇ ? “&ƌŽŵWŽĞƚŽsĂůĠƌǇ ? ?ĐůĂŝŵŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ
 “ĂŶ ŝƌƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ƚŚĞ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ŽĨ ǁŽƌĚƐ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ŝŶĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ WŽĞ ?  ?Eliot, 1965, p.32). 
Meanwhile, Brooks and Warren follow up their critique of Poe by charging Swinburne, and 
ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ “ŽůŽƌĞƐ ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞĨĂƵůƚ ?1976, p.547). 
We can begin to discern here a conflict which Nabokov was very much involved with, over 
the possibility of, and costs of, aesthetic autonomy. We have already seen how Lolita ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
with decadent temporality through Poe and Baudelaire was fundamentally concerned with this 
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conflict. It is also worth noting that the criticisms levelled at Swinburne and Poe by Eliot and the New 
Critics are repeatedly placed at the centre of the ongoing debate about the ethical dimension of 
Lolita ?<ŝŶŐƐĞůǇŵŝƐ ?ŝŶŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞĞĂƌůǇƌĞǀŝĞǁƐ ?ǁƌŽƚĞƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞƌĞĐŽŵĞƐĂ
point where the atrophy of moral sense, evident throughout the book, finally leads to dullness, 
fatuity and unreality ? ?WĂŐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ?, my emphasis). In more recent reassessments, in particular 
WŝĨĞƌ ?Ɛ ĂŶĚ ZŽƌƚǇ ?Ɛ ? ŝƚ ŝƐ ƉƌĞĐŝƐĞůǇ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĂĚĞƌ ?Ɛ ƌĞĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƵŶƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ƐŽůŝƉƐŝƐƚŝĐ
ƚĞǆƚƵĂůǁŽƌůĚ ?ůĞĂĚŝŶŐŝƚƐ ?ƚŽƵƐĞůŝŽƚ ?ƐĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨ^ǁŝŶďƵƌŶĞ ? “ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚůŝĨĞŽĨĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌŝĐ
nŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŽƉĞŶƐƚŚĞĚŽŽƌĨŽƌƚŚĞŵŝŶƚŽĂŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ ?ďǇĚĞŵĂŶĚŝŶŐĂƌĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ
ŽĨƚŚĞ “ƌĞĂů ?ŽůŽƌĞƐĂŶĚŚĞƌƐƵĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ ? zǀŽƌtŝŶƚĞƌƐĐůĂŝŵĞĚŽĨWŽĞƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶŝŶǁŚŝĐŚŚƵŵĂŶ
experience is understood in moral terms and emotion . . . appears ƚŽŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĐůŽƐĞĚƚŽWŽĞ ? ?ĂŶĚ
that the exaltation ŽĨWŽĞ ?ƐĞĨĨŽƌƚƐƚŽĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚďĞĂƵƚǇ  “ŝƐŶŽƚĂŵŽƌĂůĞǆĂůƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŶŽƚƚŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨ
the intelligence and of character, but is the ƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨŵĂŶŝƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŽĨ ƚƌŝĐŬĞƌǇ ?  ?Carlson, 1966, 
pp.196, 184-5). One way of reading Lolita, then, is as a response to this understanding of literaƚƵƌĞ ?Ɛ
moral obligations, a challenge directed at the reader to access that same region of ethics which 
seemed so distant to the artist. To achieve this is to read through HumbĞƌƚ ?ƐŽǁŶŵĂŶŝƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
trickery. 
ƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉŽŝŶƚ ? ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ ůŝŽƚ ?Ɛ ĞƐƐĂǇƐ ŽŶ ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ĂŶĚ ŽŶ WŽĞ ?Ɛ ůĞŐĂĐǇ ǁŝůů ŚĞůƉ ƚŽ ĐůĂƌŝĨǇ
ĞǆĂĐƚůǇŚŽǁEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽƚŚĞŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐƚĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞŽĨĚĞĐĂĚĞŶĐĞŝƐƉƌĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚŽŶŚŝƐƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ
of decadent temporality. DeƐƉŝƚĞEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐƉƌŽĨĞƐƐĞĚ ŝŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƚŽůŝŽƚ  ?Nabokov, 1990, p.43), 
nothing could be further than the truth. He wrote to Edmund Wilson in April 1950, just as he was 
beginning to compose Lolita ? ƚŚĂƚŚĞŚĂĚ  “ďĞĞŶ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚůŝŽƚ ?ƐǀĂƌŝŽƵƐǁŽƌŬƐĂŶĚ reading 
that collection of critical articles about him and am now more certain than ever that he is a fraud 
ĂŶĚĂĨĂŬĞ ? ?Nabokov, 2001, p.263).  Nabokov was compulsively drawn to Eliot during his American 
years, despite the strong dislike he expressed towards him. It is worth noting that Eliot is the poet 
,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ŵŽƐƚ ƌĞƐĞŵďůĞƐ ŝŶ ŚŝƐ ƐƚǇůĞ ? ďĞŝŶŐ ƉĂƌŽĚŝĞĚ ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ƚŝŵĞƐ ŝŶ ,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ŽǁŶ ǀĞƌƐĞ ?17 
Nabokov continually engages with Eliot in all his major American fiction through allusion and parody, 
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but also through offering a model of literary history, and of late modernist aesthetics, which seems 
to consciously offer an alternative to the figure he mockingly nicknamed  “ZĞǀ ? ůŝŽƚ ?  ?Nabokov, 
2001, p.240).18 
/Ŷ  “ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ? ? ůŝŬĞůǇ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĞƐƐĂǇƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ EĂďŽŬŽǀ had read in 1950, Eliot dwells at 
ůĞŶŐƚŚŽŶƚŚĞ&ƌĞŶĐŚƉŽĞƚ ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽƚŝŵĞĂŶĚŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ?&ŝƌƐƚůǇƚŚŽƵŐŚ ?ůŝŽƚŝƐŬĞĞŶƚŽƌĞŵŽǀĞ
ŚŝŵĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŝŶǁŚŝĐŚŚĞĐĂŵĞƚŽďĞŬŶŽǁŶŝŶƌŝƚĂŝŶ P “ŝŶŶŐůĂŶĚŚĞŚĂĚǁŚĂƚŝƐŝŶĂǁĂǇ
the misfortune to be first and extravagantly advertised by Swinburne, and taken up by the followers 
ŽĨ^ǁŝŶďƵƌŶĞ ? ?Eliot, 1932, p.367). Like Tate, Eliot prefers to anchor the decadence to its historical 
moment, and bar its intrusion into the present. This tendency is confirmed explicitly by what follows:  
Baudelaire was in some ways far in advance of the point of view of his own time, and yet 
was very much of it, very largely partook of its limited merits, faults and fashions. . . . He was 
universal, and yet at the same time confined by a fashion which he himself helped to create. 
(1932, p.367) 
 
dŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ƉĂƌĂůůĞů ŚĞƌĞ ǁŝƚŚ dĂƚĞ ?Ɛ ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ WŽĞ ? ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞ ƉŽĞƚ ŝƐ ĨŽƌĐĞĚ ŝŶƚŽ
submission to his historical moment, and congratulated only on his ability to anticipate, as best he 
ĐĂŶ ?ƚŚĞŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐŽĨůŝŽƚ ?ƐŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐŵ ?ŽƌƚŚĞĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞEĞǁƌŝƚŝĐĂůƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁŚŝĐŚ
dĂƚĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ ? ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ŚĂĚ  “ĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ ŵĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ? ďŽƚŚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ
aesthetic and on the moral plane, in which the fate ŽĨ ŵŽĚĞƌŶ ƉŽĞƚƌǇ ŝƐ Ɛƚŝůů ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ? ? ŚĞ Ɛƚŝůů
 “ďĞůŽŶŐƐƚŽĂĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞƉůĂĐĞŝŶƚŝŵĞ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƚŚĞĐƌŝƚŝĐƚŽ “ĚŝƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƚhe permanent from 
the temporary ? (1932, pp.368, 372, 367). tĞĐĂŶƐĞĞƚŚĞŶƚŚĂƚůŝŽƚ ?ƐĂŶĚEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ
with Baudelaire converge on a very similar set of concerns about temporality. I have argued that in 
Lolita Nabokov demonstrates his ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇƚŽĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ?Ɛ  “ĚŽƵďůĞĐŽŵƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?ŽĨďĞĂƵƚǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
ƌĞůŝĞƐŽŶƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌƉůĂǇŽĨ “ĂƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞ ?ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůĞůĞŵĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚ “ƚhe age, its fashions, its morals, its 
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ  ?  ?  ? ƚŚĞ ĂŵƵƐŝŶŐ ? ĞŶƚŝĐŝŶŐ ? ĂƉƉĞƚŝǌŝŶŐ ŝĐŝ  ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĚŝǀŝŶĞ ĐĂŬĞ ? ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ
element would be impossible to discern (Baudelaire, 1964, p.3). This duality, which underpins both 
The Flowers of Evil and Lolita, is the very thing Eliot finds disquieting in his essay, and a threat to his 
ordering impulse. On the question of temporality, his perspective, which sees Baudelaire disabled by 
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his attention to the fugitive beauty of the passing moment, is aligned with that of Humbert, who is 
determined to distil the eternal in his Lolita. Nabokov, in reproducing the contradictory ambivalence 
ŽĨĚĞĐĂĚĞŶƚ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĂŶĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƚŽůŝŽƚ ?ƐĚŝƐŵŝƐƐŝǀĞŚĂŶĚůŝŶŐŽĨ
the decadent legacy, one which sees literary history interrogating the present rather than the other 
way around. 
 “&ƌŽŵWŽĞƚŽsĂůĠƌǇ ?ǁĂƐa lecture delivered by Eliot at the Library of Congress in 1948 and 
reproduced twice the next year, in The Hudson Review and as a short moŶŽŐƌĂƉŚ ?ůŝŽƚ ?ƐĐŚŽŝĐĞŽĨ
subject at this time is significant. It participated in the wave of critical attention given to Poe during 
the period, particularly by the New Critics, and addressed the same concerns that they voiced about 
WŽĞ ?ƐƉůĂĐĞŝŶƚŚĞĐĂŶon, and about what to do with his lingering presence in American letters. Like 
dĂƚĞ ?ůŝŽƚ ŝƐĂŶǆŝŽƵƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨWŽĞ ?ƐŚŽůĚŽǀĞƌŚŝƐŽǁŶƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ĂĚŵŝƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ  “ŽŶĞ
ĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞƐƵƌĞƚŚĂƚŽŶĞ ?ƐŽǁŶǁƌŝƚŝŶŐŚĂƐnot ďĞĞŶŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚďǇWŽĞ ? ?Eliot, 1965, p.27). The essay 
deals with more than just Poe though - its subject is the tradition he gave rise to. Like Nabokov, and 
Harry Levin in The Power of Blackness (1958, repr. 1972), Eliot proposes a transatlantic context for 
Poe. His argument asserts a sequence running from Poe through Baudelaire and Mallarmé to Valéry, 
ĂǀĂƌŝĂƚŝŽŶŽŶEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƐĞĞŵƐƚŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞĂŶĚDĂůůĂƌŵĠďƵƚƌĞƉůĂĐĞsĂůĠƌǇǁŝƚŚ
Verlaine, and perhaps find a place for Swinburne. Like Brooks and Penn Warren he associates Poe 
ĂŶĚŚŝƐůĞŐĂĐǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ “la poésie pure ? ?dŚĞĐĞŶƚƌĂůĐŽŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĞƐƐĂǇ
though, concerns a crisis faced by modernist aesthetics in the late modernist period, from the mid 
1930s through World War Two into the immediate postwar. The tradition which Eliot delineates is 
founded on a false teleology: 
This process of increasing self-consciousness  W or, we may say, of increasing consciousness 
of language  W has as its theoretical goal what we may call la poésie pure.  I believe it to be a 
goal that can never be reached. (1965, p.39) 
 
,ĂǀŝŶŐĚŝŐĞƐƚĞĚůŝŽƚ ?ƐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ?ƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĞŵƐƌŽŽŵĨŽƌĂƌĞĂĚŝŶŐŽĨEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐƚŽƌĞǀŝǀĞ
exactly the tradition which Eliot wishes to abort. If Lolita reinstates Poe, Baudelaire, and the 
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aesthetics of poésie pure on the agenda of late modernism, without shirking any of the 
accompanying moral and artistic costs, Eliot simply calls for this strain of literature to be pronounced 
dead. In doing so, he submits to one side of the decadent temporal dichotomy  W the seductive 
ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞŽĨĚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶĞƉŝƚŽŵŝƐĞĚŝŶWŽĞ ?Ɛ “dŚĞ&ĂůůŽĨƚŚĞ,ŽƵƐĞŽĨhƐŚĞƌ ? ? 
Approaching Lolita as a novel responding to anxieties about the state of high culture and its 
inheritance in the postwar United States, we recover some of Lolita ?Ɛ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ĂŶĚ ŶĞŐůĞĐƚĞĚ
implications and gain a clearer picture of why Nabokov was forced to go to France to find a publisher 
ĨŽƌŝƚ ?Ɛ:ŽŶĂƚŚĂŶůŵĞƌŚĂƐǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ ? “WŽĞŵŝŐŚƚƚƵƐďĞƐĞĞŶĂƐƚŚĞƐǇŵďŽůŽĨĂůůƚŚĂƚŵĞƌŝĐĂŵƵƐƚ
ƌĞƉƌĞƐƐ ŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽďĞĐŽŵĞ ?ŽƌƌĞŵĂŝŶŵĞƌŝĐĂ ? ?1995, p. ? ? ? ?ůŵĞƌŝƐŚĞƌĞƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽWŽĞ ?ƐĚƵĂů
status as simultaneously progenitor (via Baudelaire and Mallarmé) of a strand of high modernism, 
and icon of mass-cultural sensationalism and detective fiction. Lolita occupies a comparable 
location. On one hand, it has spawned two successful Hollywood adaptations and has been sold as 
pornography alongside other Olympia Press publications such as Until She Screams and The Sexual 
Life of Robinson Crusoe (Appel, 1995, p.xxxiv). On the other, it proclaims its own canonicity and 
status as high art from the opening page. If this sense, rather than attempting to transcend mass 
culture through parody, Lolita ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵƐ Ă ŵŽƌĞ ĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐ ŵĂŶƈƵǀĞƌ ǁŚŝĐŚ ? ůŝŬĞ WŽĞ ?Ɛ ? ƌĞĨƵƐĞs 
categorisation and acknowledges the debts which high art owes to mass forms and affect. 
DŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ ? EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ WŽĞ ?Ɛ ƉĞƌƐŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ƌĞǀŝǀĞƐ Ă ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ
facets of American cultural history which many wished to see buried in the late 1940s and 50s. Toni 
Morrison, for instance, has pointed out the immensely important precedent which Poe set in 
ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŝŶŐƚŚĞĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐŽĨǁŚĂƚƐŚĞĐĂůůƐ  “ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĨƌŝĐĂŶŝƐŵ ? ? ƚŚĞ ůŽŐŝĐďǇǁŚŝĐŚŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ
literature has engaged with, and repressed, the African elements in its identity (1992, p. ? ? ? ?/Ŷ “KŶĂ
Book Entitled Lolita ? ?EĂďŽŬŽǀŚŝŵƐĞůĨďƌŝŶŐƐĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƚĂďŽŽƐƐƚŝůůƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƌĂĐĞ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐĂ
 “EĞŐƌŽ-tŚŝƚĞ ŵĂƌƌŝĂŐĞ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞƌƐ ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚĂƐ ƵŶĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĂďůĞ  ?Nabokov, 1995, 
p.314). Lolita ŵĂŬĞƐŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐƚŽƐƵďƐĞƌǀŝĞŶƚďůĂĐŬĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐƐƵĐŚĂƐŚĂƌůŽƚƚĞ ?ƐŵĂŝĚ ?
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which are subtly introduced and then repressed from the narrative, as if to enact their social 
marginality. As Steven Belletto has argued, what he describes as HƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ  “ƌĂĐŝĂůůǇ ĐŚĂƌŐĞĚ
ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ?ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐŚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌƚĐŽŵƉůŝĐŝƚǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŽƉƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂ ?ƐďůĂĐŬƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ?ũƵƐƚĂƐ
his creation of Lolita as slave-child rehearses guilty swathes of American history (2005, p.8). If F. O. 
Matthiessen famously rejected Poe from his configuration of the American Renaissance on the 
ŐƌŽƵŶĚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ ǁĂƐ  “ďŝƚƚĞƌůǇ ŚŽƐƚŝůĞ ƚŽ ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂĐǇ ?  ?1941, p.ǆŝŝ ? ? ƚŚĞŶ EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ƌĞŝŶƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ
WŽĞ ?ƐůĞŐĂĐǇŝŶŵĞƌŝĐĂĐĂƌƌŝĞƐǁŝƚŚŝƚĂŶŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚƐŽĐŝĂůĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚ
democratic ideals. Here the road-trip, the emblem of postwar American existential freedom chosen 
by Jack Kerouac for his 1957 novel On the Road, is placed at the service of the decadent motifs of 
cruelty, compulsion, domination and suspicion. Nabokov wrote that his novel was inspired by a 
ĐĂŐĞĚ ĂƉĞ ŝŶ WĂƌŝƐ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ ďƌŝŶŐƐ ĞĐŚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ŽŶůǇ ŽĨ WŽĞ ?Ɛ  “dŚĞ DƵƌĚĞƌƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ZƵĞ
DŽƌŐƵĞ ? ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚĂŶĞƐĐĂƉĞĚĂƉĞĐĂƵƐĞƐŵĂǇŚĞŵŽŶƚŚĞWĂƌŝƐŝĂŶƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽŽĨŚŝƐƌĞĐƵƌƌŝŶŐ
nightmares of confinement. Humbert, meanwhile, finds himself incarcerated by both the state and 
ŚŝƐŽďƐĞƐƐŝŽŶƐ ?>ŽůŝƚĂ ?ƐĞƐĐĂƉĞĨƌŽŵŚŝƐĞŶƐůĂǀĞŵĞŶƚŝƐŽŶůǇĂƚƚŚĞĐŽƐƚŽĨƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐŚĞƌƐĞůĨƚŽYƵŝůƚǇ ?Ɛ
ƉŽƌŶŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐŽďũĞĐƚ ?WŽĞǁƌŽƚĞ P “ƚŚĂƚĂŶŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƐŚŽƵůĚĐŽŶĨŝŶĞŚŝŵƐĞůf to American themes, or 
even prefer them, is rather a political than a literary idea  W and at best a questionable point . . . a 
foreign theme is, in a strict literary sense, ƚŽ ďĞ ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ? Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? ? EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ĨŝŶĂů ?
surreptitious undermining of American ideals comes through his transgression on the borders of 
national identity.19 Decadence is indifferent to the formation of national canons, and it is most 
fitting, then, that Lolita was first published not in New York, but in Paris. In staging the infiltration of 
a robust postwar America by rarefied European perversions of sexual and aesthetic types, Nabokov 
stages his final, untimely tribute to Poe and Baudelaire.  
Lolita ?Ɛ ƚŝŵĞ ůĞĂŬƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ Ă ǁĂǇ ŽĨ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŝƐŝŶŐ ŶŽƚŽŶůǇ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĂŶĚ
ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐůŽŐŝĐŽĨƚŚĞŶŽǀĞůďƵƚĂůƐŽEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐƐĞůĨ-conscious challenge to the monolithic modernism 
being established retrospectively by Eliot and the New Criticism in the postwar period. In restoring 
Poe and his European legacy to its American origins, a repressed chapter of literary history is 
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permitted to seep across the normative borders of both ethics and nation. In this sense, what Peter 
EŝĐŚŽůůƐ ŚĂƐ ĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ĂƐ ĚĞĐĂĚĞŶĐĞ ?Ɛ  “ƉĞƌƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ ŐŚŽƐƚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐŵ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ? Ɖ ? ? ? ?
adopts a particularly transatlantic flavour. Lolita ũŽŝŶƐŵĞƌŝĐĂŶǁŽƌŬƐƐƵĐŚĂƐtŝůůŝĂŵ&ĂƵůŬŶĞƌ ?ƐThe 
Sound and the Fury  ? ? ? ? ? ? ĂŶĚ & ? ^ĐŽƚƚ &ŝƚǌŐĞƌĂůĚ ?ƐTender is the Night (1934) which assimilate 
themes of incest and sexual pathology into their decadent aesthetics, with the effect of bringing 
European temporalities into conflict with American social modernity.  
Finally, Lolita ?ƐŽǁŶ “ŐŚŽƐƚŝŶŐ ?ŽĨŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐŵŝƐĂƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƚŽƚŚĞǀĞƌǇŝĚĞĂŽĨůŝŵŝƚ ?
whether spatial boundary or temporal terminus. Eliot wrote ĞĂƌůǇŽŶŝŶŚŝƐĐĂƌĞĞƌƚŚĂƚ “ŝƚŝƐĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů
that . . . an artist should consciously or unconsciously draw a circle beyond which he does not 
ƚƌĞƐƉĂƐƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? ?tŚŝůĞŵƵĐŚŵĞƌŝĐĂŶůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇĐƌŝƚ ĐŝƐŵŝŶƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?Ɛand 50s sought to 
contain and control the influence of decadence on the canon and literary practice, Nabokov took the 
principle of decadent temporality itself and transformed it from hackneyed dead-end into a living 
ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ ?/ŶƚŚŝƐĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?ƐƌĞŵĂƌŬƚŚĂƚ “ĞǀĞƌǇůŝŵŝƚƉƌĞƐƵƉƉŽƐĞƐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐďĞǇŽŶĚŝƚ ?
ďĞĐŽŵĞƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇƉĞƌƚŝŶĞŶƚ ?ĨŽƌŝĨ/ǀĂŶŽǀŝŶƐŝƐƚĞĚŽŶĚĞĐĂĚĞŶĐĞďĞŝŶŐ “ƚŚĞĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ?ĂƚŽŶĐĞ
ŽƉƉƌĞƐƐŝǀĞĂŶĚĞǆĂůƚŝŶŐ ?ŽĨďĞŝŶŐƚŚĞůĂƐƚŝŶĂƐĞƌŝĞƐ ? ?WŽŐŐŝŽůŝ ? ? ? ? ?, p.170), then Lolita tells us that 
the series never concludes, that every writer is always the last. 
 
 
                                                             
NOTES 
 
1 Paul Ricoeur (1985, p. ? ? ? ?ĚŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŝƐŚĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶ “ƚĂůĞƐŽĨƚŝŵĞ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐĂůůŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ?ƐŝŶĐĞ
ŝƚ ŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇ ƵŶĨŽůĚƐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŝŵĞ ? ĂŶĚ  “ƚĂůĞƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ŝŵĞ ? ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ĚǁĞll on time as a means of 
structural transformation, as in his example, Mrs Dalloway, by Virginia Woolf. If we need reminding 
of Lolita ?ƐƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐŝƚ ŝƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞƐŽŵƵĐŚŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚĐŽŵƉĞůůŝŶŐĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵŽĨƚŚŝƐŶŽǀĞů
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from the last twenty five years has sought to untangle the complex and urgent ethical questions it 
poses.  While early critics of the novel, such as Page Stegner (1966), paid close attention to what 
:ƵůŝĂŶ DŽǇŶĂŚĂŶ ůĂƚĞƌ ĐĂůůĞĚ  “,ƵŵďĞƌƚ ?Ɛ ƚŝŵĞ ƉƌŽďůĞŵ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ? Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? ƚŚĞ  ? ? ? ?Ɛ ĂŶĚ  ? ?Ɛ Ɛaw a 
number of radical readings of Lolita by scholars wishing to address the ethics of reading and writing 
ƚŚĞŶŽǀĞůǁŚŝĐŚŚĂĚďĞĞŶĞůŝĚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌŵĂůŝƐƚĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐĂĚŽƉƚĞĚďǇEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐĞĂƌůǇĂĐŽůǇƚĞƐ
(see, for example, Pifer, 1980; Kauffman, 1989).  Meanwhile, those writing about time in Lolita often 
ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚƚŚĞŝƌŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞŶŽǀĞů ?ƐĐŽŵƉůĞǆĐŚƌŽŶŽůŽŐǇĂŶĚƉůŽƚ
(for a survey of this problematic issue, see Boyd, 1995). For two more recent assessments of time in 
Lolita see Hasty (2004) and Hustis (2007). 
2 Olga Hasty (2004) has presented a reading of Lolita in which, as in much of the early criticism, 
temporality is addressed only at the cost of relegating the ethics of the novel to a secondary 
concern, outweighed by NabŽŬŽǀ ?ƐĨŽƌŵĂůŵĂƐƚĞƌǇĂŶĚtriumph over time. Most recently, however, 
Harriet Hustis ?ĂƌƚŝĐůĞŽŶƌĞƌĞĂĚŝŶŐLolita (2007) has also argued that the novel ?s ethical ambivalence 
is inextricable from its representation of time. 
3 The precise meaning of the term  “ĚĞĐĂĚĞŶƚ ? ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐ ĐŽŶƚĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ  ?ƐĞĞ tĞŝƌ ?
1995, pp.1-21 for a useful survey of attempts at definition). Decadence has been understood by 
some as a particular literary movement originating as a reaction against Romanticism in fin-de-siècle 
France, and is often associated with a preference for the artificial over the natural, and with the 
aestheticising of death and decay. In this essay though, decadence is defined precisely by its 
paradoxical temporal structure. This meaning can be traced ďĂĐŬƚŽƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ?ƐĞĂƌůǇĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽ
classical civilisations in their late stage, in which culture fed parasitically on the sense of its own 
impending decline and dissolution. In the examples used here, from Poe through to Nabokov, this 
temporal structure is wilfully abstracted by the writer from its historical content, but aesthetic value 
continues to depend upon its ambivalent relation to
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4 dŚĞ ĂůůƵƐŝŽŶ ŝƐ ƚŽ ^ǁŝŶďƵƌŶĞ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ƉŽĞŵ ?  “ŽůŽƌĞƐ ?EŽƚƌĞ ĂŵĞ ĚĞƐ ^ĞƉƚ ŽƵůĞƵƌƐ ? ? ? This 
ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ŝŶƚĞƌƚĞǆƚƵĂů ůŝŶŬ ŝƐĐŽŶĨŝƌŵĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞƐĐƌĞĞŶƉůĂǇ ? ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚYƵŝůƚǇ ?ƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽůŽƌĞƐ ?
ŶĂŵĞ ǁŝƚŚ  “ƚŚĞ ƚĞĂƌƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƌŽƐĞƐ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ? Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? ĐůĞĂƌůǇ ƌĞĐĂůůƐ ƚŚĞ ƉŽĞŵ ? ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ  “ƚĞĂƌƐ ? ĂŶĚ
 “ƌŽƐĞƐ ?ƌĞĐƵƌƐĞǀĞƌĂůůǇ ? 
5 See Pifer (1980), Rorty (1989, pp.141-68). 
6 EĂďŽŬŽǀ ?ƐŽǁŶŝŶƚĞŶƐĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞŝƐĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞĚďǇŚŝƐĞĂƌůǇƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŚŝŵ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞ
numerous allusions to the French poet scattered throughout his works (see Beaujour, 1995, p.714; 
Foster, 1993, p.39; Nabokov, 1995, p.393). 
7 tĂůĚƌŽƉ ?Ɛ ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ P  “ZĞŵĞŵďĞƌ ƚŚĂƚ dŝŵĞ ŝƐ ĂŶ ĂǀŝĚ ŐĂŵďůĞƌ ǁŚŽ ǁŝŶƐ ĞǀĞƌǇ ƚŝŵĞ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ
ĐŚĞĂƚŝŶŐ ?dŚĂƚ ?ƐƚŚĞůĂǁ ? ?ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ?  
8 tĂůĚƌŽƉ ?Ɛ ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ P  “ŶĞďƵůŽƵƐ WůĞĂƐƵƌĞ ǁŝůů ĨůĞĞ ƚŽǁĂƌĚ ƚŚĞ ŚŽƌŝǌŽŶ ůŝŬĞ Ă ƐǇůƉŚŝĚĞ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ
wings; each instant devours another morsel of your delight, which each man is allotted in his 
ƐĞĂƐŽŶ ? ?ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? ? 
9 Nabokov was particularly familiar with this poem, quoting it in a letter to Edmund Wilson in 1946 
(Nabokov, 2001, p.196). 
10 tĂůĚƌŽƉ ?Ɛ ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ P  “,ŽƵƌǁŚĞŶƐǁĂƌŵƐŽĨĞǀŝůĚƌĞĂŵƐƐĞƚĚĂƌŬĂĚŽůĞƐĐĞŶƚƐǁƌŝƚŚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ
ďĞĚƐ ? ?ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? ? 
11 tĂůĚƌŽƉ ?ƐƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ P “ŐĂǀĞƚŚĞŝƌĚĞĂƚŚ-ƌĂƚƚůĞŝŶƵŶĞǀĞŶŐĂƐƉƐ ?ĂŶĚ “dŚĞĚĞďĂƵĐŚĞĚǁĞŶƚŚŽŵĞ ?
ďƌŽŬĞŶďǇƚŚĞŝƌĞǆĞƌƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?ĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ, 206, p.135). 
12 David Andrews (1999, p.16- ? ? ?ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞƐWŽĞ ?Ɛ “ŚĞƌĞƐǇŽĨThe Didactic ?ŝŶŚŝƐƐƚƵĚǇŽĨLolita and 
aestheticism, but prefers to read Poe alongside Nabokov as another aesthete, rather than, as I do, 
examining how Nabokov appropriates and rewƌŝƚĞƐWŽĞ ?ƐůĞŐĂĐǇ ? 
13 See Rorty (1989, pp.141-68); de la Durantaye (2006, pp.311-328). 
14 DǇƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ&ƌĞŶĐŚ ?&ŽƌĂĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨĂƵĚĞůĂŝƌĞ ?Ɛ ƌĞĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨWŽĞ ?ĂŶĚ ŝŶ
ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌWŽĞ ?ƐǀŝĞǁƐŽŶĂƌƚŝƐƚŝĐĂƵƚŽŶŽŵǇ ?ƐĞĞ'ŝůŵĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?ƉƉ ? ? ?-109). 
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15 Maddox (1983, pp.76- ? ? ?ĚƌĂǁƐĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĂůůƵƐŝǀĞƐƵďƚĞǆƚ ŝŶ  “KŶĂŽŽŬŶƚŝƚůĞĚ Lolita ? ?
ƌĞŵĂƌŬŝŶŐŽŶĞĐŚŽĞƐŽĨ<ĞĂƚƐ ?WƌŽƵƐƚĂŶĚWŽĞǁŚŝĐŚ “ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞƐŽƵƌĐĞŽĨĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ
desire and aesthetic pleasure is located outside the boƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐŽĨŵŽƌƚĂůĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? 
16 See Brooks and Warren (1976, p.546); Brooks (1943, pp.204-5). 
17 ,ƵŵďĞƌƚƐƉĞŶĚƐƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞŝŶWĂƌŝƐĂƐĂǇŽƵŶŐŵĂŶ ?ƐŝƚƚŝŶŐ “ǁŝƚŚƵƌĂŶŝƐƚƐ ŝŶƚŚĞĞƵǆDĂŐŽƚƐ ? ?
ƉƵďůŝƐŚŝŶŐ “ƚŽƌƚƵƌŽƵƐĞƐƐĂǇƐŝŶŽďƐĐƵƌĞũŽƵƌŶĂůƐ ?ĂŶĚĐŽŵƉŽƐŝŶŐƉĂstiches, one of which resembles 
ůŝŽƚ ?Ɛ “'ĞƌŽŶƚŝŽŶ ? ?EĂďŽŬŽǀ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ?dŚĞƉŽĞŵ,ƵŵďĞƌƚŚĂƐƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƌĞĂĚƚŽYƵŝůƚǇďĞĨŽƌĞ
ŵƵƌĚĞƌŝŶŐŚŝŵƉĂƌŽĚŝĞƐůŝŽƚ ?ƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ “ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ?ŝŶ  “ƐŚtĞĚŶĞƐĚĂǇ ?  ?ƉƉ ? ? ? ?-
300). 
18 For a discussion of allusions to Eliot in Lolita, see Hyde (1977, pp.118-122). For a treatment of the 
ƉĂƌŽĚŝĞƐŽĨůŝŽƚŝŶEĂďŽŬŽǀ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ?ŶŽǀĞů ?Pale Fire, see Boyd (1999, pp.193-206). 
19 Paul Giles (2000) also discusses the ways that Lolita destabilises national boundaries, arguing that 
ŝƚƐ  “ǀŝƌƚƵĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ  ?  ?  ? ĨŽƌĞŐƌŽƵŶĚƐƚŚĞĐŽŶƚŝŶŐĞŶƚƐƚĂƚƵƐ ?ŽĨ ƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ-ƐƚĂƚĞ ?Ɛ
values and social markers (p.41) 
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